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Executive Summary

Annually, in accordance with Senate Concurrent
Resolution No. 51 of the 1966 General Legislative
Seasion, the Commission submits to the Governor
and the Legislature an analysis of faculty salaries in
the University of California and the California State
University for the forthcoming fiscal year

In this report for the 1988-89 year, the Commission
analyzes the data submitted to the University and
State University by their respective groups of com-
parison institutions and shows how those data are
formulated into the parity percentages presented on
pages 5-11 It estimates that for 1988-89, University
of California faculty members will require an aver-
age salary increase of 3 0 percent to bring them to
the mean of their comparison group, while Califor-
nia State University faculty members will require
an increase of 4.7 percent

This report is based on the changed methodology
that the Commission adopted on February 8, 1988,
when it agreed to substitute Massachusetts Institute
of Technology and the University of Virginia for Cor-
nell University and the University of Wisconsin-
Madison as comparison institutions for the Universi-
ty of California.

The Commission adopted this report at i1ts meeting
on March 21, 1988, on recommendation of its Policy
Development Committee Additional copies of the
report may be obtained from the Library of the Com-
mission at (918) 322-8031 Questions about the
substance of the report may be directed to Murray J
Haberman of the Commission staff at (916) 322-
8021

Later this summer, the Commission will publish a
supplement to this report that will deseribe faculty
members’ salaries at California’s Community Col-
leges and salaries of administrators at the Universi-
ty of California and the California State University
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ANNUALLY, in accordance with Senate Concur-
rent Resolution No 51 of the 1965 General Legisla-
tive Session (reproduced in Appendix A on page 17),
the University of Califorma and the California State
University submit to the Commussion data on facul-
ty salaries and the cost of fringe benefits for their re-
spective stitutions and for a group of comparison
colleges and universities On the basis of these data,
Commission staff develops estimates of the percent-
age changes in salaries and the cost of fringe bene-
fits required to attain parity with the comparison
groups 1n the forthcoming fiscal year The methodo-
logy requires that parity figures for both segments
be submitted to the Department of Finance and the
Office of the Legslative Analyst by December 5 of
each year

The methodology by which the segments collect
these data and the Commussion staff analyzes them
(Appendix B, p 19) has been designed by the Com-
mission in consultation with the two four-year seg-
ments, the Department of Finance, and the Office of
the Legslative Analyst, and hes been published in
the Commission's Methods for Calculating Salary
and Fringe Benefit Cost Comparisons (March 1985)

Additional reports, requested 1n previous years by
the Office of the Legislative Analyst, and subse-
quently incorporated into Supplemental Language
to the Budget Act, discuss faculty salaries in the
California Community Colleges, administrators’
salaries 1n the four-year segments, and medical fac-
ulty compensation (salaries plus clinical fees) 1n the
University of Califorrua The first two of these are
annual reports, the third 15 presented only in odd-
numbered years In the current cycle, the reports on
Community College faculty salaries and administra-
tors’ salaries in the four-year segments, will be dis-
cussed by the Commission at its meeting on June 12-
13,1988

History of the faculty salary reports

The impetus for the faculty salary report came from

Introduction

the Master Plan Survey Team in 1960, which recom-
mended that

3 Greatly increased salaries and expanded
fringe benefits, such as health and group
life insurance, leaves, and travel funds to
attend professional meetings, housing, park-
ing and moving expenses, be provided for
faculty members in order to make college
and unmiversity teaching attractive as com-
pared with business and industry

8 Because of the continual change mn faculty
demand and supply, the coordinating agen-
cy annually collect pertinent data from all
segments of higher education 1n the state
and thereby make possible the testing of the
assumptions underlying this report (Master
Plan Survey Team, 1960,p 12)

For four years thereafter, the Legislature continu-
ally sought information regarding faculty compen-
sation, information which came primarily from the
Legslative Analyst 1n his Aralysis of the Budget
Bill and from the Coordinating Council for Higher
Education in 1ts annual reports to the Governor and
the Legislature on the level of support for public
higher education While undoubtedly helpful to the
process of determining facuity compensation levels,
these reports were considered to be insufficient, es-
pecially by the Assembly, which consequentiy re-
quested the Legislative Analyst to prepare a specific
report on the subject (House Reselution No 250,
1964 First Extraordinary Session, reproduced in
Appendix C,p 27)

Early 1n the 1965 General Sessiwon, the Legislative
Analyst presented his report (Appendix D, p 27) and
recommended that the process of developing data for
use by the Legislature and the Governor in deter-
mining faculty compensation be formalized This
recommendation was embodied in Senate Con-
current Resolution No. 51 {1966), which specifically
directed the Coordinating Council to prepare annual



reports 1n cooperation with the University of Cali-
forma and the California State Colleges

Since that time, the Coordinating Council, and more
recently the Commission, have submitted reports to
the Governor and the Legislature Prior to the 1973-
74 budgetary cycle, only one report was submitted,
usually in March or April Between 1974-75 and
1985-86, the Commission compiled two -- a prelimi-
nary report transmitted in December, and a final re-
port in April or May The first was mntended princi-
pally to assist the Department of Finance 1n develop-
ing the Governor’s Budget, while the second was
used by the Legislative Analyst and the legislative
fiscal committees during budget hearings Each of
them compared faculty saleries and the cost of fringe
benefits 1n Cealiforma’s public four-year segments
with those of other institutions (both within and out-
side of California) for the purpose of maintaining a
competitive position

Changes in content and methodology

Over a period of several years, the Commission’s
salary reports became more comprehensive Where
they originally provided only comparison institution
data, they were occasionally expended to include
summaries of economic conditions, comparisons
with other professional workers, discussions of sup-
plemental income and business and industrial com-
petition for talent; analyses of collective bargaining;
and Community College faculty salaries, medical
faculty salaries, and administrators’ salaries The
last three of these additions to the annual reports
were all requested by the Office of the Legislative
Analyst Community College and medical facuity
salaries in 1979, and administrators’ salaries 1n
1982

In 1984, the Commission convened an advisory com-
mittee consisting of representatives from the seg-
ments, the Department of Finance, the Office of the
Legislative Analyst, and other interested parties to
review the methodology under which the salary re-
ports are prepared each year That committee’s deh-
berations led to & number of substantive revisions
which were approved by the Commission 1n March
1985 1n the previously mentioned Methods for Cal-
culating Salary and Fringe Benefit Cost Compar:-
sons Among the more significant of the changes

were those to create a new list of comparison in-
stitutions for the State University, to produce only 2
single report rather than a preliminary and a final
report, and to provide University of California med1-
cal faculty salary information biennially rather
than annually

In past years, particularly in the late 1970s and ear-
ly 1980s, the Commussion's faculty salary reports in-
cluded comprehensive surveys of economic condi-
tions and salaries paid 1n other occupational fields
There was a need for such data at that time since
evidence had shown that faculty salaries at most
institutions of higher education across the country
were not keeping pace with changes 1n the cost of
living or with salary increases granted to other pro-
fessional workers Since faculty salaries in Califor-
nia are based primarily on inter-institutional com-
parisons, those at the Unmiversity of Califorma and
the California State University were undergoing an
economic erosion comparable to that experienced
nationally That eroston made it increasingly diffi-
cult to recruit the most talented teachers and re-
searchers, especially 1n competition with the sub-
stantially higher salaries generally available in bus-
mness and industry Consequently, in order to pro-
vide the Governor and the Legislature with as much
mformation as possible on a complex situation, the
Commussion expanded considerably the scope of
those salary anealyses

In the past four years -- 1984-85 to 1987-88 -- the sal-
ary deficiencies experienced by faculty in the two
public four-year segments have been corrected, as
have those of most other 1nstitutions of higher edu-
cation across the country With the impressive re-
covery of the national economy, and the even more
impressive recovery of Califorma’s economy, funds
have become available to restore faculty salaries to
levels where the segments are better able to com-
pete As a result, there 18 less need for the extensive
economic conditions and occupational salary data
that the Commission published in prior years

Two years ago, due primarily to issues of confidenti-
ality and technical difficulties 1n collecting data in a
timely fashion, the advisory committee met again to
consider changes in the methodology. The commut-
tee suggested several revisions to the methodology
at that meeting to address those issues. The Com-
mission acted on those recommendations when it
adopted its report, Faculty Salary Revisions A Re-
vision of the Commussion’s 1985 Methodology for



Preparing Its Annual Reporis on Faculty and Ad-
munistrative Salaries and Fringe Benefits, at 1ts June
8, 1987 meeting

At that time, the Umversity of California agreed to
continue to use the eight comparison institutions 1t
has used for the past 16 years After further anal-
yzing salary trends at these eight institutions later
1n the summer, however, the University determined
that the economic situation, especially in the mid-
west, had adversely affected at least one of 1ts
comparison institutions -- the University of Wiscon-
sin, Madison -- causing only marginal increases in
1ts faculty salaries 1n contrast to increases else-
where Furthermore, the Umiversaity sought to build
nto 1its list of comparnson nstifutions the compe-
titive edge 1t has enjoyed 1n recent years Thus it
asked the Commassion that "in the best interest of
the University and the State,” that other insti-
tutions be considered for i1ts comparison group The
University formally requesied that the Commission
“approve a change in the list of institutions that
serve the Umiversity as a comparison group for fac-
ulty salaries, with the substitution of the Umiversity
of Virginia for the University of Wisconsin, and the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology for Cornell
University 7 As pari of this proposal, the Unaversity
agreed to abandon requests for the 1988-89 and sub-
sequent fiscal years for “margin of excellence” funds,
noting that “the traditional methodology of projected
lag to parity will be sufficient given the new compar-
1son group, making the competitive edge no longer
necessary " (For the past two years, the margin of
excellence was set at 3 6 percent )

In response to this proposed change in the methodol-
ogy, Commission staff again convened a meeting of
the Advisory Committee on the Faculty Salary
Methodology to discuss appropriate replacement
institutions Acknowledging that the State of Wis-
consin has experienced economic problems for many
years, which have resulted in serious erosion of 1its
institutions’ faculty salaries, the advisory commt-
tee recommended replacing the Umiversity of Wis-
consin with the Umvermiiy of Virginia Further-
more the committee recommended that the Massa-
chusetts Institute of Technology would be an appre-
priate replacement for Cornell to alleviate the need
for "margin of excellence” funds The Commission
approved this change 1n the University’s comparison
institutions at 1ts February 8, 1988, meeting, as
noted 1n Appendix B on page 19 (A complete discus-
sion and justification for these changes appears in
Agenda Item 13 of the Commussion’s February 8,
1988, meeting )

Contents of this year’s report

For the 1988-89 cycle, this report contains only data
on faculty salaries at the University of California
and the California State University This summer,
the Commussion will review a supplemental report
on Community College faculty and four-year seg-
ment admuinistrators’ salaries. Pursuant to the re-
vised methodology, the Commission will include as
part of 1ts 1989-90 report on faculty salaries infor-
mation on the cost of fringe benefits






Projected Salaries at California’s Public

2

THIS year’s salary analysis continues to present a
comprehensive examination of faculty salary com-
parison institution data With the advent of comput-
erized spreadsheets at the Commussion, the time in-
volved to complete a comprehensive analysis of the
raw data has been reduced to a matter of days, and
this reduction n time has allowed for the more de-
tailed segmental analysis that follows

University of California

On November 19 and 20, 1987, the Regents of the
Umversity of California met and requested the Gov-
ernor and the Legislature to approve funding suffi-
cient to grant University faculty an average salary
increase of 3 0 percent This amount was to main-
tain parity with the University's exght comparison
institutions This percentage increase 15 based on a
new set of comparison institutions, the composition
of which alleviates the need for a “margin of excel-
lence” -- an amount that provided an additionel per-
centage mcrease above the parity figure which 1n re-
cent years gave the University a competitive edge in
1ts hiring of faculty The Commission, in approving
the change in the University’s comparison nstitu-
tions, acknowledges that the the University's com-
petitive edge will be incorporated into the base cal-
culations used in computing the parity figure

Clearly, more faculty will be recruited in the next 15
years than were recruited previously, and the cost of
living is higher in Califorma than nationally If the
University is to attrect the best and brightest from a
national pool of applicants, the methodology used for
computing faculty salaries should not be contingent
on special factors The revised list of comparison 1n-
stitutions should preclude such contingencies

Display 1 on the next page shows the average sal-
aries by rank at the comparison institutions in 1982-
83 and 1987-88 and includes the University of Vir-

Universities Required for Parity with Comparison
Institution Salaries, 1987-88 and 1988-89

ginia and the Massachusetts Institute of Technolo-
gy, as well as the University’s position 1n each of
these two vears It indicates that, over the past five
years, the University has improved its position from
far below the average at all three ranks to shightly
above 1t at the ranks of professor and associate pro-
fessor and sirongly above 1t for assistant professors
Since most of the University's new hires will be at
the assistant professor level, this should place the
University 1n a strong competitive position if the
margin 1s mawntained It should be noted, however,
that the University’s relatively strong upward
movement 1n its ranking among 1ts comparison 1n-
stitutions was heavily influenced by the fact that its
faculty received no increase 1n salaries in the 1982-
83 fiscal year -- a year in which its ranking was
eighth

Display 2 on page 7 shows the parity calculations for
the 1988-89 fiscal year, and it indicates that the
University will require an increase of 2 98 percent to
maintain parity at the mean of 1ts comparison
group An 1mportant element in deriving institu-
tional average salaries 1s the factor used to convert
11-month salaries to mne-month salaries In most
cases, this conversion 15 derived by dividing nine by
11 to produce a factor of 0 8182 In the University’s
case, however, a factor of 0 86 has been used for
many years and 1s applied to the entire comparison
group Historieally, the University has used a con-
version factor of 0 86 to adjust 11-month salaries to
9-month salaries To assure consistency, the 0 86
factor 18 applied to each of the University’s compari-
son 1nstitutions Display 3 on page 8 shows the Uni-
versity’s 1987-88 salary schedule, with the actual
conversions

The California State University

Over the past five years, and principally because of



DISPLAY 1  Umwersity of California Comparison Institution Average Salaries, 1982-83

and 1987-88
Comparison Institution
1982-83 Data Professor Asgociate Professor Assstant Professor

Institution H $53,553 (1) $30,533 (8) $26,677(3)
Institution A 50,271 (2) 35,8001(1) 28,286 (1)
Institution D 49,154 (3) 29,066 (7) 23,010(7)
Institution F 48,800 (4) 34,480(2) 27,200(2)
Institution C 45,676 (5) 32,129 (3) 25,154 (5)
Instrtution B 44 800 (6) 30,700 (4) 22,600 (9)
Institution E 41,854 (7 30,580 (5) 25,669 (4)
University of California 41,645 (8) 27,684 (9) 22,820 (8)
Institution G 40,682 (9) 28,390 (8) 25,100 (6)
Comparison Institution $31,450

Average 346,811 $25,461

Comparison Institution
1987-88 Data Professor Asnociate Professor Asgistant Professor

Institution H $73,031(1) $40,069(8) $35,021 (6)
Institution A 70,263 (2) 49,627 (1) 39,572(1)
Institution D 67,811 (3) 41,136 (D) 32,981 (8)
University of California 66,881 (4) 43,574 (6) 38,424 (3)
Institution F 65,376 (5) 48,383 (2) 38,586 (2)
Institution C 61,401 () 44,483 (3) 35,321 (5)
Institution B 60,808 (7) 41,744 (6) 33,191 (N
Institution E 57,811(8) 44 403 (4) 38,950 (4)
Institution G 53,248 (9) 37,309 (9) 32,964 (9)

Comparison Institution
Average $63,719 $43,394 $35.573

Note The data in the 1987-58 table for the Umivermity of Califorma reflect aslary increases awarded in January 1988 Actusl
salanes earned by University faculty for the 1987-88 fiscal year are thua shghtly lower than beted here, and these differences
could affect the Umversity’s ranking. The rankings for several comparson institutions may also be affected by aalary increases
given at hmes other than the first day of the fiscal yesr

Source Office of the Premdent, Umiversity of Califorma



Untwersity of California Comparwson Group Average Salaries, 1982-83 ard 1987.88,

Compound Rates of Increase, Projected Comparison Group Average Salaries, 1988-89,
Projected Parity Comparisons, and Projected 1988-89 Staffing Patterns

Comparison Group Comparigon Group

DISPLAY 2
Average Salaries
Academic Rank 1982-83
Professor 46,811
Associate Professor 31,450
Assistant Professor 25,461

Comparizon Group Average Salares

Projected 1988-39

Unaveraity of
California
Actual Avernge
Academic Rank Salaries 1987-88  Actual 1987-88

Professor 65,881 63,719
Associate Professor 43,574 43,394
Assistant Professor 38,424 35,573
All Ranks Averagss
(UC Staffing} &7.541 56,884

[nsrioymenal Bedget Jasomsie

Year Staffing Patiern Professor Professor

(Full Tuime Equivalent)

Umniversity of Califorma 3,425 1009

Comparison Institutions 4,232 5 1,858 74

Source Umiversity of Califormia, Office of the President, reproduced in Appendiz E .

salary inereases granted in the past two years, the
State Unaversity has improved its competitive posi-
tion nationally Displays 4 and 5 on pages 9 and 10
show average salaries at its comparison 1nstitutions
in 1982-83 and 1987-88, ag well as the State Uni-
versity faculty’s relative position on each list These
displays indicate that while the State University'’s
faculty ranked eighteenth in each of 1ts top three
professorial categories in 1982-83, it improved to
between fourth and eighth by 1987-88 Because of
the large number of State University faculty at the

Comparison Group

Averago Balaries Compound Rateof Projected Salanes
1987-88 Increase 1988-89
63,719 6 361% 67,772
43,394 6 661% 46,280
35,673 6 918% 38,034

Percentage Increase Required in
Umiversity of Califorma Average
Salaries to Equal the Comparison

[nstitution Average

Actual 1987-88  Projected 1988-89

87,772 -3 28% 287%
46,280 -0 41% 6 21%
38,034 -T 42% -1 01%
59,264 -3 26% 2.98%

Agaistant

Professor Total

T57 5191
1,815 33 7.906 67

full-profeasor level, the weighted average actually
placed the faculty in sixth position 1n 1982-83 and
fourth position 1n 1987-88 If something near this
ranking continues, 1t will place the State University
1n a very competitive position in the years ahead,
when so many new faculty are expected to be hired
Like the University, the relatively strong upward
movement 1n the State University's ranking among
its comparison institutions was heavily influenced
by the fact its faculty received no increase in salaries
1n the 1982-83 fiscal year.



DISPLAY 3 Unwersuy of California 1987-88 Salary Schedule for Nine and Eleven Month Faculty,

with Percentage Differences

Nine Month
Faculty by Rank Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Stepd Step 5 Stap 6 Step7
Professor $44.800 $49,400 $54,200 $592,300 $64,500 $69,200 $75,500
Associate $37,200 $39,400 $41,400 $44,700 $49,300 N/A N/A
Professor
Assistant $31,500 $32,700 $33,900 $35,400 $37,100 $39,300 N/A
Professor

Eleven Month
Faculty by Rank Step L Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 5 Step 6 Stap 7
Professor $52,000 $57,300 $62,900 $68,800 $74,800 $81,000 $87,600
Associate $43,100 $45,800 $48,100 $51,900 $57,200 N/A N/A
Professor
Assistant $36,800 $37,800 $39,300 $41,100 $43,000 $45,700 N/A
Professor
Percentage
Dhiference by Overall
Rank Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step b Step 6 Step 7 Average

Professor 86 15% 86 21% 86 17% 86 19% 86 23% 86 17% 86 19%
Associate 86 31 86.02 36 07 8613 86 19 N/A N/A
Professor
Assistant 86 07 86 51 36 26 86 13 86 28 B6 00 N/A
Professor
Average 86.18% 86 25% 36.17% 86 15% 86 23% 86 09% 86 19% 86 18%

Source Umversty of Califorme, Office of the President

In its 1986-87 report, the Commission noted that the
State University encountered considerable difficulty
n 1ts attempts to obtain reliable data from 1ts new
ligt of comparison 1nstitutions Four of the 1nstitu-
tions declined to participate with the annual survey,
and several others were not prepared to supply the
data 1n a timely fashion After the advisory commat-
tee was reconvened in 1988 to discuss the problem, 1t
unanimously approved replacements for the four 1n-
stitutions that would not provide data

Following that meeting, State Urnuversity officials
worked to develop relationships with personnel at
the comparison institutions, but 1t soon became evi-
dent that complete current-year data could not be
obtained from all of them in November of each year,
nor from any other list of institutions that could con-
cewvably be established, because many universities
do not make computer runs of their faculty payrolls
unt1l after the November deadline required by the
current methodology Because the Department of
Finance requested this information by December 5



DISPLAY 4 California State University Comparison Institution Salary Data, by Rank, 1982-83

Associate
Erofessor Professor
Average Average
Institution No Salary No Salary
Institution J 128 348,100 (D 133 $34,600(1)
Institution Q@ 355 45,045 (D 347 31,5004
Institution N 230 449843 235 32,434(2)
Institution R 396 40,761 (4) 432 30,4024}
Instuitution P 81 40,7125 102 29,5559
Institution D 143 40,2001(6) 233 2970016
Instatution F 248 40,1007 263 29,600
[nstitution A 522 39,300(8) 438  29,80015)
instututien % 3256 39,154(; 320 29430110
Institution [ 50 39,012(10) 116 28,643(14)
Institution C 80 38,800(1D) 64 29,600(7)
Institution T 245 38,317(12) 278 27,893(17)
Instatution K 292 38,000¢13) 259 28,200(16)
Institution M 136 37,8294 111 29,391(11)
Instatutzon O 156 37,300(18) 221 28,800013)
Institution B 101 36,9001(16) 98 28,400 (16)
[nstitution G 139 36,700/17T) 204 29,300(12)
The California 6,668 535,427 2,646 327,322
I State University (18) 118)
Institutzon E 76 33,600(19) 23  25,500(21)
Institution L 356 32,300:20) 27 26,300(20)
Instatution H 181 31,000¢21) 100 26.400¢19
Camparison
Institution Totals 3.918 $39.679 4,074 529673

Source Calformua State University, Office of the Chancellor

e ——

e

of each year for consideration in the Governor’s Bud-
get, estimates continue to be necessary for those 1n-
stitutions not supplying current-year information

In it attempts to make the estimates as accurate as
possible, the Office of the Chancellor analyzed the
differences hetween the cost-of-living adjustments
projected to be given to faculty, and those actually
distributed to them. This analysis showed that the

Assistant
Professor Instructor Total Faculty
Average Average vX?rlengg‘:
No Salary No Salary No Salary
123 325,600(2) 16 12,8006} 400  35,565(1)
285 25,733(1) 30 2228442y 1,017 34,340(3)
154 24,691(3) 0 o 619  35,171(2)
447 24,25015) 136 18,469¢12) 1,411 30.210(18)
99 23,433(1D) 6 18,0830 288 30.370(11)
97  24,6004) 29 20,000(4) 602 31,145(8)
173 24,0008 38 17,700(13) 722 31,238(D
327 24 100.6) 40 18900011y 1,317  31,902(4)
236 23364114 28 17,307{(14) 90¢ 30,8581
63 23659110y 35 16,723(16) 264 27837018
61 22500¢17: 0 ¢ 206 3L117(®
202 2327215 19 19,843(8) 744 29908 (14)
235 23,700 17 20,000¢4) 803 30278011
66 23.442(12) 12 20,6153 326 31,380
175 23 200(18) i4 16,800(15) 565 28,180018)
53 23.4001(13) 20 18,9006} 272 29.957(186)
201 24,1006 30 22,50011) 574 28,918(1T7)
1,562 223,255(18) 176 19,594(9) 10,936 31,581(9)
77 22,200019) 12 15,100(18) 258 26.417(20)
34 21,400020) 0 0 96 26.7652(1®)
163 21,000¢21) 34 1530007 478 25.554(21)
3,271 $23.B65 506 $18,769 11,769 330,921

actual changes 1n any institution’s average salaries
increased by only about 95 percent of the projected
percentage 1ncrease -- a difference caused by
changes 1n staffing patterns at the institutions in-
volved Accordingly, the State Umversity suggested
that, when current-year data cannot be obtained,
but the projected cost-of-living adjustment is known,
that that percentage be multiplied by 095 This



DISPLAY 5 California State Unwersity Comparison Institution Salary Data, by Rank, 1987-88

Asgociate Assistant
Professor Professor Professor Instructer Total Faculty
Weightad
Average Average Average Average Average
Institution No Salary No Salary No Salary No Salary No Salary

Ingt:tution J 122 $62,999(1) 154 $46,59911) 94 $37372(1) 9 $27,634(5) 379 49139t
Insutution Q 412 61,101 () 411 43,264(H 316 36,083 (2) 22 36,088(1) 1,161 47503th
Institution N 236 60,319(3 251 44,02442) 120 3278716) 0 0 606 48118 2.
Institution R 457 570654 436 404625 327 35,0403) 85 23964(15) 1305 438436
Institution [ 66 56,5495 108 37,82911» 101 30,81641T) 42 22,341 (11 17 JT 44018,
Institution K 372 55,136 (6) 296 39.916(6) 236 34484 (D 10 26,513 (T 914 44 5613
Institution P 98 53,410(N 124 38,7321 96 30,809(18) 3 26,833(8) 321 40732dD
The Califorma
Btate University 7,409 52,573(8) 2,468 40,782(4) 1,491 32,888(5) 176 28324(4) 11,544 d47.140(4)
Ingtatution F 272 52068(M 251 38,226(14) 185 31,2571 37 22,966(16} 7456 40,791 (10
Institution A 496 51,709(10} 446 39.212«T 312 32,330(®) 34 24614012) 1,288 41973
Ingtitution D 151 50,846(11) 232 38,483(12) 104 30,693 (16) 28 25.851M 515 39.888012»
Inetituticn S 306 50,675(12) 306 38,546(11) 148 32,773(T) 11 24,148 (1) 771 42,007(D
Institution C 80 50,493 (13) 61 38,344(13) 84 31,164(14} 2 18,760(19) 227  39,798(13)
Institution G 161 50,000{14) 221 39,000(N 171 31,800(10) 24 31.400(2) 567 39,468(185)
Institution B B9 49,091 (15 83 38.17H(H 456 32,326 (9) 13 24,808(1D 230 408800
Instatutien T 254 48,854(16) 300 36,202(1D 165 31,603(1D) 5 28,917(3) 724 39,580(14)
Instaitution O 165 47428017 227 35,234 (20 141 30567019 2 24,100(14d) 536 37.723(1T)
Instatution M 121 47,001 (18) 124 36,885(16) 81 31,6870 1 25,199(10) 327 39,273 (16)
Ingtitution E 87 45,893(19) 117 36,6141 91 31,008(15 15 26,323 (B) 310 37,074(1®
Institution H 186 45,817(20) 144 364710(18) 132 2912120 42 21,246(18) 514 36,963 (30)
Institution L 33 44,098 (2D 21 33,487(21) 31 26,865 (21) Q 0 85 36,191(21)
Comparison
[nstitution Totals 4,163 $53,294 4313 §$39,431 2,880 $32.,737 385 $25,087 11,841 $43,154

Note The data in this display for the California State University reflect salary increases awarded in January 1388 Actual salamse
earned by State Univeraity faculty for the 1957-88 fiscal year are thus shightly lower than hsted here, and these differences could af-
fact the State University’s ranking The rankings for several comparigon imatitutions may also be affected by salary increases given
at times other than the first day of the fiscal year

Source Cehfornia State University, Office of the Chancellor

relationship will be monitored to determine if the 95 Another 18sue unresolved 1n the 1986-87 salary re-
percent adjustment continues to be valid port concerned the adjustment for law school faculty
The salaries paid to law faculty at the comparison
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institutions are included in the raw data supplied to
the American Association of University Professors
and published in its “Annual Report on the Econom-
1¢ Status of the Profession ” That report, which 1n-
cludes data also collected by the Center for Educa-
tion Statistics of the U S Department of Education,
constitutes the primary source of facuity salary data
in the United States At present, eight of the State
University's 20 comparison institutions operate law
schools, and since law faculty are paid more than
regular faculty, a deduction 1s made 1n the State
University's parity figure to reflect the fact that it
operates no law schools

In the 1986-87 report, the effect of law faculty sal-
aries on those of the new hst of institutions was un-
known, so a rough estimate of 0 8 percent was de-
ducted from the party figure In 1987-88, however,
the Office of the Chancellor analyzed the data from
the eight comparison 1nstitutions that operate law
schools, compared them to the data from the old hst,
and determined that the true deduction should be
only 0 2 percent Commuission staff then verified the
aceuracy of the Chancellor’s staff analysis, and the
0 2 percent deduction was reflected in the 1987-88
parity figures The 0 2 percent adjustment 1s con-
tinued this year as 18 shown 1n Display 6 on page 12
Other deductions of 0 2 percent for turnover and pro-
motions, and 0 68 percent to reflect an additional
appropriation for mert salary adjustments, are also
mmcluded The first is unchanged from last year's
cycle, while the second is reduced from last year’s es-
timate of 0 76 percent Complete current-year data
were obtained for 17 institutions, with estimated
1987-88 cost-of-living adjustments supplied for the
remaining three Furthermore, 1t should be noted

that because the State Umiversity faculty received
their final salary adjustment on Jenuary 1, 1988,
the computed average annual by rank salares dis-
played for 1987-88 1s greater than the salaries actu-
allv earned by the faculty for this entire year

One of the required calculations to derive an average
salary figure for each comparison nstitution 1s a
conversion from eleven-month to nine-month facul-
ty, since all average salaries are based on nine-
month contracts I[n 1ts annual report en the eco-
nomic status of the profession, the AAUP uses a factor
of 0 8182, a figure derived by dividing nine by elev-
en In some cases, however, institutions use differ-
ent conversion factors to build their budgets, and
these are all specified by the AAUP in footnotes to 1ts
report and used to derive average salary figures In
many cases, especially in independent institutions,
no published salary schedules or institutional con-
version factors exist, since all faculty contracts are
negotiated individually 1n terms of both length of
annual service and compensation [n these cases, all
conversions used to derive average salaries are arti-
ficial, and the AAUP sumply apples the 0 8182 factor
as a reasonable estimate

In the State University, as shown in Display 7 on
page 13, the actual relationship between eleven-
month and nine-month faculty 1s almost 87 percent,
but for the purposes of the annual salary reports,
and reporting to the AAUP, the 0 8182 figure con-
tinues to be used for the purposes of assuring analy-
tical consistency with the comparison institutions

With all of the adjustments discussed above, the
State University’s parity figure for 1988-89 becomes
4 67 percent

11



DISPLAY 6 California State University Faculty Salary Panty Calculahons, 1988-89 (Comparison
Institution Average Salaries, 1982-83 and 1987-88, Five-Year Compound Rates of Increase,
Comparison Instutution 1988-89 Projected Salaries, State Unwersity 1987-88 Average
Salaries, 1988-89 Projected Percentoge Salary Defictency, 1987-88 Staffing Patterns)

Comparison Group  Average Salaries Five-Year Comparison Group

Weighted by Total  FacultyatEach  Percentage Rateof Projected Salaries
Academuc Rank 1982-83 Rank 1987-88 Change 1988-89
Professor 39,679 53,294 8.078% 56,533
Associate Professor 29,673 39,431 5851% 41,737
Assistant Professor 23,865 32,737 6.526% 34,874
Instructor 18,769 25,087 5.974% 26.585

Percentage Increasa Required in CSU
Salares to Equal the Comparison

Califorma State
Unsversity Companson Group Average Salaries [nstatution Average
Average Salares

Academic Rank 1987-88 1987-88 1988-89 1987-88 1988-39
Professor 52,573 53,294 56,533 137% 7 53%
Associate Professor 40,782 39,431 41,737 -331% 2 34%
Agsistant Professor 32,888 32,737 34,874 -0 46% 6 04%
Instructor 28,324 25,087 26,585 -11 43% -6 14%
All Ranks Averages
Weighted by Staffing 47,140 47,245 50,118 0 22% 6.31%
Weighted
by Comparison
[nstitution Staffing 42,536 42,154 44,719 -0.90% 5.13%
Mean All Ranks
Average and Gross
Percentage Amount* 44,838 44,699 47,417 -0 31% 5.75%
Adjustments
Turnover and
Promotions -90 0 20%
Effect of Law Faculty -90 0 20%
Merit Award
Adjustment -305 0 68%
Net Parity Salary
and Percent 46,933 4.67%
Institutional Staffing Associate Asmstant
Patterns: Professor Professor Professor [nstructor Total
California State 7,409 2,468 1,491 176 11,544
University
Comparison Institutions 4,163 4,313 2,980 385 11,841

Source Office of the Chancellor, The Calfornia State Unuveraity (repraduced i Appendix F)
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DISPLAY 7 California State Unwersity 1987-88 Salary Schedule for Nine-Month
and Eleven-Month Regular Facully, with Percentage Dnfferences

Nine Month
Faculty by Rank

Profeasor
Associate Professor
Assistant Professor

Instructor

Eleven Month
Faculty by Rank

Professor
Associate Professor
Assistant Professor
Instructor

Percentage
Diffarence by Rank

Profeasor

Associate Professor
Assistant Professor
Instructor

Average

Step 1
$43,896

34,740
217,588
25,248

Step 1
$50,544

39,960
31,680
28,8384

Step 1
86 85%

86 93
8708
87 41

87 07%

Step 2
$45,984

36,408
28,884
26,376

Step 2
$52,968

41,868
33,192
30,252

Step 2
86 81%

86 96
87 02
8719

87 00%

Source: Califormia State Unuversity, Office of the Chancellor

Stap 3

$48,204

$

Step 3
86.78%

86.88
87.08
8708

86 96%

38,136
30,252
27,588

Step 3
55,548
43,896
34,740
31,680

Step 4
86.81%
86.90
87 01
87 02

86 94%

Step 4
$560,544

39,960
31,680
28,884

Step 4
$53,224

45,984
36,408
33,192

*

Step &
86 77%

86 86
8704
87.08

86 94%

Step 5
$52,968

41,868
33,192
30,252

Step S
$61,044

48,204
38,136
34,740

Overall
Average

86 98%

13



3

THIS 1988-89 faculty salary report contains detailed
data on average salaries in the comparison insti-
tutions of the University of California and the Cali-
forma State University. Again, due principally to
the introduction of electronic spreadsheets in the
Commission’s offices, the Commission has been able
to analyze the raw data submitted by the comparison
institutions in time for inclusion in this report, and
to provide a detailed written analysis That analysis
revealed no errors in the segmental computations.

Compansons of the University of California and the
Califorma State Umversity with their respective
comparison groups revealed that both segments im-
proved their competitive positions over the past five
years -- the University moving from about eighth to
fourth position on its list of eight comparison institu-
tions, and the State University moving from eigh-
teenth overall to about fourth on its list of 20 insti-
tutions

The University of California obtained actual 1987-
88 data from all of its eight comparison institutions

Conclusions

The Califorma State Umversity collected actual da-
ta from 17 of 1ts 20 comparison institutions, with the
remaimng three being unable to offer current data
for various reasons As specified 1n the salary met-
hodology agreed to by State officials, estimates were
made for the three unable to supply current informa-
tion

For 1988-89, it is estimated that Umversity of Cali-
fornia faculty members will require an average sal-
ary increase of 3.0 percent to bring them to the mean
of their comparison group The University Regents
have requested that increase, and they have allevi-
ated the need for the special "margin of excellence”
by the change in the List of comparison institutions

A salary increase of 4 7 percent 1s estimated to be
necessary to keep State University faculty at the
mean of its list of 20 comparison institutions The
State University’s Trustees, following a practice in-
stituted since the implementation of collective bar-
gaining, have not approved a faculty salary request
for the coming year
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Appendix A

Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 51, 1965 General Session,
Relative to Academic Salaries and Welfare Benefits

WHEREAS, The Joint Legislative Budget Committee pursuant to House Resolution
No. 250, 1964 First Extraordinary Session, has had prepared and has adopted a report of
the Legislative Analyst containing findings and recommendations s to salaries and the
general economic welfare, including fringe benefits, of faculty members of the Califor-
nia institutions of higher education, and

WHEREAS, The study of the Joint Legislative Budget Commuttee found that the re-
porting of salaries and fringe benefits as it has been made previously to the Legislature
has been fragmentary and has lacked necessary consistency, with the result that the
Legislature’s consideration of the salary requests of the nstitutions of higher learning
has been made unnecessarily difficult; and

WHEREAS, The report recommends that the Legislature and the Governor should re-
ceive each December 1 a report from the Coordinating Counel for Higher Education,
plus such supplementary information as the University of California and the California
State Colleges desire to furmsh independently, containing comprehensive and consis-
tently reported information as outlined specifically in the report adopted by the Joint
Legislative Budget Committee, and

WHEREAS, The reporting recommended by the committee would include essential
data on the size and composition of the faculty, the establishment of comprehensive
bases for comparing and evaluating faculty salaries, the nature and cost of existing and
desired fringe benefits, the nature and extent of total compensation to the faculty,
special privileges and benefits, and a deseription and measurement of supplementary
income, all of which affect the welfare of the faculties and involve implications to the
state now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate of the State of Califorrua, the Assembly thereof concurring, That
the Coordinating Council for Higher Education in cooperation with the Umversity of
California and the California State Colleges shall submit annually to the Governor and
the Legislature not later than December 1 a faculty salary and welfare benefits report
containing the basic information recommended in the report of the Joint Legisiative
Budget Committee as filed with the President of the Senate and the Speaker of the As-
sembly, under date of March 22, 1965
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NOTE. The following material is reproduced from
Chapter Two, “The Revised Methodology,” of the sec-
ond edition of Methods for Calculating Salary and
Fringe Benefit Cost Comparisons, 1985-86 to 1994-
95: A Revision of the Commussion’s 1977 Methodolo-
gy for Preparing Its Annual Reports and Faculty and
Adminstrative Salaries and Fringe Benefit Costs.
Commission Report 856-11 Sacramento California
Postsecondary Education Commission, March 1985
pp. 7-16 (second edition issued February 1988)

The following procedures will be employed by the
California Postsecondary Education Commission to
develop its annual report on faculty salaries and
fringe benefits in California public higher education

1. Number and timing of reports

One report will be prepared by the Commission each
year. That report will contain current-year data
from both the University of California’s and the Cal-
ifornia State University's comparison institutions,
such data to be submitted by the segments to the
Commission, the Department of Finance, and the
Legislative Analyst not later than December 5 each
year. The segmental submissions are to include to-
tal nine and eleven-month expenditures, and the
number of faculty, at each rank specified in Section
4 of this document for each comparison institution.
Comparison institutions should be identified only by
letter code. Commission staff shall verify the aceu-
racy of the segmental calculations and report the
results of its analysis to the Department of Finance
and the Office of the Legislative Analyst on Decem-
ber 5, or the first working day following December 5
if the latter falls on a weekend. The Commission
shall submit a report on the subject to the Depart-
ment of Finance and the Joint Legislative Budget
Committee not later than February 15

Appendix B

2. Principle of parity

The report will indicate needed percentage increases
(ot decreases) for the forthcoming fiscal year in sala-
ries and fringe benefit costs for University of Cali-
fornia and California State University facuity to
achieve and maintain parity with comparison insti-
tution faculty at the ranks of professor, associate
professor, assistant professor, and (at the State Uni-
versity only) instructor. Parity is defined as the
mean of all salaries paid by the comparison institu-
tions as a whole at each rank. A separate list of com-
parison institutions will be used by each of the four-
year California segments of higher education.

8. Comparison institutions

Urnwersity of California

Companson institutions for the University of Cali-
fornia, with independent institutions asterisked (*),
will be the following:

Harvard University®*

Massachusetts Institute of Technology*
Stanford University*

State University of New York at Buffale
University of Illinois, Urbana
University of Michigan, Ann Arbor
University of Virginia

Yale University*

(On February 8, 1988, the Commission voted to re-
place Cornell University and the University of Wis-
consin-Madison with MIT and the University of Vir-
ginia, respectively.)

The California State University

Comparison institutions for the California State
University will be the following for the years 1987-
88 through 1996-97,

Northeast
Bucknell University®

19



" Rutgers the State University of New Jersey, Newark
State University of New York, Albany
Tufts University®
University of Bridgepert®

South

Georgia State University

North Carolina State University

University of Maryland, Baltimore County
Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University

North Ceniral

Cleveland State Univeraity

Loyola University, Chicago®
Mankato State University

Wayne State University

University of Wisconsin, Milwaukee

Waest

Arizona State University

Reed College®

University of Colorado, Denver
University of Nevada, Reno
University of Southern California®
University of Texas, Arlington

* [ndependent Institution

4. Facuity to be included and excluded

University of California

Faculty to be included in the comparisons are those
at the ranks of professor, associate professor, and as-
sistant professor (the University does not use the
rank of instructor) employed on nine and eleven-
month (prorated) appointmenta, with the exception
of faculty in law, the health sciences, summer ses-
sions, extension programs, and laboratory schools, to
the extent that these faculty are covered by salary
scales or schedules other than those of the regular
faculty. Faculty on the special salary schedules for
engineering, computer science, and business admin-
istration will be included with the regular faculty.

Faculty members to be included are those assigned
to instruction (regardless of their assignments for
research and other University purposes), depart-
ment chairmen (if not on an administrative salary
schedule), and faculty on salaried sabbatical leave.

The number of University faculty will be reported on
a full-time-e juivalent basis.
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The Califorrua State University
Faculty to be included in the comparisons are those

- with full-time appointments at the ranks of profes-

sor, associate professor, assistant professor, and in-
structor, employed on nine and eleven-month (pro-
rated) appointments, department chairmen, and fac-
ulty on salaried sabbatical or special leave. Faculty
teaching seminar sessions or extension will be
excluded.

Funds appropriated for "outstanding professor
awards” will be included in the State University’s
mean salaries.

The number of State University and comparison in-
stitution faculty will be reported on a headcount ba-
sis.

8. Computation of comparison
institution mean salaries

As indicated below, the University and the State
University use different methods to compute mean
salaries in their respective groups of comparison in-
stitutions. The Commission will provide a detailed
explanation of these differences in 1ts annual report.

University of California

For the University’s comparison group, the mean
salary at each rank will be obtained for each com-
parison institution. The mean salary at each rank
for the comparison group as a whole will then be cal-
culated by adding the mean salaries at the eight
comparison institutions and dividing by eight.

The California State Unwersity

For the State University's comparison group, the
total actual salary dollars paid at each rank for the
group as a whole will be divided by the number of
faculty within the rank at ail 20 institutions to de-
rive the mean salary for each rank.

6. Five-year compound rate
of salary growth

In order to compute the estimated salaries to be paid



bytheeomparisonimﬁtuﬁmsinthebudgetyw.a
five-year compound rate of change in salaries will be
computed using actual salary data for the current
year and the fifth preceding year.

Each segment will compute the mean salary, by
rank, for their respective comparison groups as spec-
ified in Section 5 above. Each will thea calculate the
annual compound rate of growth at each rank
between the current year and the fifth year preced-
ing the current year. These rates of change will then
be used to project mean salaries for that rank for-
ward one year to the budget year.

In the event that neither current-year staffing nor
mean salary data can be obtained from a comparison
institution in a timely manner, the staffing pattern
and salary expenditure data from the prior year will
be used with the expenditures at each rank being in-
cremented by 95 percent of the anticipated eurrent-
year salary increase. If current-year staffing data
are available, but not current-year salary expendi-
ture data, the etaffing data will be used with the
prior-year expenditures at each rank being incre-
mented by 100 percent of the anticipated current-
year salary increase.

When a comparison institution does not supply beth
its eurrent-year staffing and salary expenditure da-
ta, and when that institution does not anticipate a
general faculty salary increase in the current year,
the prior-year staffing and expenditure dats will be
assumed to remain unchanged for the current year.

When current year staffing and salary expenditure
data are available, but do not reflect the full extent
of planned salary adjustments (e.g., reported data do
not include a specified percentage to be granted after
July 1 of a given fiscal year), the salary expenditures
at each rank will be adfusted to reflect the full extent
of the planned adjustment.

When complete staffing and expenditure data are
available for neither the current nor prior years, the
most recent year for which complete data are avail-
able will be used. In such a case, expenditures at
each rank will be ineremented by 95 percent of the
anticipated salary expenditures increase for each
yeer in which complete data are unavailable.

If the University of California or the California
State University are unable to obtain complete cur-
rent-year staffing and salary expenditure data from
all of their respective comparison institutions by De-
cember 5 of any year, a supplemental report will be

filed with the Commission, the Department of Fi-
nance, and the Office of the Legislative Analyst as
goon as the data become available, but not later than
April 1 of the subsequent calendar year, such update
to include all additional data received since Decem-
ber 5. If the comparison institution data remain in-
completa as of the April 1 date, a final report will be
filed on June 30, or at such earlier time as the Uni-
versity or the State University are able to supply
complete data.

7. Fringe benefits

On June 20, 1989, and every fourth year thereafter,
the University of California and the California State
University shall submit reports on faculty fringe
benefits for the preceding fiscal year, such reports to
include the following information for their own sys-
tem and for each comparison institution:

s. The mean employer and employee contribution
for retirement programs; health insurance pro-
grams (including medical, dental, vision and any
other medical coverage); Social Security; and life,
unemployment, workers' compensation, and dis-
ability insurance;

b. The mean contribution needed to fund the “nor-
mal coets” of the retirement systems; and

¢. Any further information available, in addition te
the cost data, on actual benefits received.

8. All-ranks average salaries

All-ranks mean salaries will be calculated for each
segment in the current year, and the comparison
institutions’ mean salaries in the current and bud-
get years, by using the following procedures.

University of California

Both the University’s and its comparison institu-
tions’ mean salaries at each rank will be weighted
by the University’s projected budget-year staffing
pattern. The all-ranks mean salaries produced
thereby will be compered and percentage differen-
tials computed for both the current and budget
years. The percentage differential between the Uni-
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verity's current year all-ranks mean salary and the
comparison group’s projected budget year all-ranks
mean salary will constitute the percentage amount
by which University salaries will have to be in-
creased (or decreased) to achieve parity with the
comparison group in the budget year.

The California State University

Both the State University’s and its comparison in-
gtitutions’ current-year staffing patterns will be em-
ployed. The rank-by-rank mean salaries will be
separately weighted by the respective staffing pat-
terns for both the current and budget years so that
two sets of all-ranks mean salaries will be derived
The two all-ranks mean salaries for the State Uni-
versity in the current year (the first weighted by the
State University's staffing pattern and the second by
the comparison group's staffing pattern) will be add-
ed together and divided by two to produce the overall
mean. Similarly, the current and budget-year all-
ranks mean salaries for the comparison institutions
will be added and divided by two to produce overall
means for both the current and budget years. The
State University’s current-year all-ranks mean sal-
arywillthenbaeompuadtotheelmentandbudgeb-
year comparison institution all-ranks mean salary
to produce both current, and budget-year parity per-
centages. The percentage differential between the
State University’s current-year all-ranks mean sal-
ary and the comparisen group's projected budget-
year all-ranks mean salary will constitute the
“Gross Percentage Amount” by which State Univer-
sity salaries will need to be increased or decreased to
achieve parity with the comparison group in the
budget year.

The “Gross Percentage Amount” will be reduced by
applying three adjustments:

e First, two-tenths of one percent (0.2 percent) will
be deducted to account for the effect of turnover
and promotions in the budget year.

o Second, an additional two-tenths of one percent
(0 2 percent) will be deducted to account for the of-
fect of higher paid law-school faculty in eight of
the State University’s comparison institutions

e Third, an additional percentage amount, to ac-
count for the effect of unallocated merit salary
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awards, shall be deducted when applicable. The
amount to be deducted shall be mutually agreed
to by Commission staff and the Chancellor’s Of-
fice of the State University.

8. Administrative, medical,
and community college salaries

Administrative salaries

In its annual faculty salary report, the Commission
will report the salaries paid to selected central-office
and campus-based administrators at the University
and the State University. The Commission shall al-
so include data on comparable eampus-based posi-
tions from both the University’s and the State Uni-
versity’s respective comparison institutions The
Univereity and State University will use the same
group of comparison institutions as for their faculty
surveys.

The campus-based administrative positions to be
surveyed shall include those listed in Display 1:

In addition to these campus-based positions for
which the national survey shall be conducted, the
Univergity and the State University shail also re-
port the salaries peid to all central office personnel
with the position titles listed in Display 2.

Medical faculty salaries

The Commission will include data on comparative
salaries and compensation plans for tha University
of California and a select group of comparison insti-
tutions on a biennial basis commencing with the
1985-86 academic year. Comparison institutions to
be surveyed will be Stanford University, the Univer-
sity of Chicago, the University of Illinois, the Uni-
versity of Michigan, the University of North Caro-
lina, the University of Texas at Houston, the Uni-
versity of Wisconsin, and Yale University. Disci-
plines to be surveyed will be internal medicine, pedi-
atries, and surgery, which, taken together, will be
considered representative of the medical profession
as a whole.

Community college faculty salaries

In its annual report on faculty salaries, the Commis-



DISPLAY 1

to Be Reported in the Commission’s

University of California
Chief Exeeutive Officer/Single Institution
Chief Academic Officer
Chief Business Officer
Director of Personnel/Human Resources
Chief Budget Officer
Director of Library Services
Director of Computer Services
Director of Physical Plant
Director of Campus Security
Director of Information Systems
. Director of Student Financial Aid
Director of Athletics
Dean of Agriculture
Dean of Arts and Sciences
. Dean of Business
Dean of Education
Dean of Engineering
Dean of the Graduate Division
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Campus-Based Administrative Positions for
California, the California State University,

1.
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11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
18.
17.
18.

Whick Current-Year Salaries at the University of
and Their Respective Comparison Institutions Are
Annual Administrators’ Salary Survey

The California State Univerity
Chief Executive Officer/Single Institution
Chief Academic Officer
Chief Business Officer
Director of Personnel/Human Resources
Chief Budget Officer
Director of Library Services
Director of Computer Services
Director of Physical Plant
Director of Campus Security
Director of Institutional Research
Director of Student Financial Aid
Director of Athletics
Dean of Agriculture
Dean of Arts and Sciences
Dean of Busginess
Dean of Education
Dean of Engineering
Dean of the Graduate Division

DISPLAY 2 Central-Office Administrative Posittons for Which Current-Year Salaries Are to Be Reporied
in the Commission’s Annual Adrunistrators’ Salary Survey
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Unmiverssty of Califorma
President
Senior Vice President
Vice President
Associate Vice President
Asgistant Vice President
General Counsel of the Regents
Deputy General Counsel of the Regents
Treasurer of the Ragents
Associate Treasurer of the Regents
Secretary of the Regents

. Director of State Governmental Relations

Auditor

L T L B

-
e

The Califrnia State Univermity

Chancellor

Provost-Viee Chancellor or Executive Vice Chancellor
Deputy Provost .

Vice Chancellor

Associate Vice Chancellor

Assistant Vice Chancellor

General Counsel

Associate General Counsel

Director of Governmental Affairs

Auditor
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sion shall include such comments as it considers ap-
propriate to satisfy the recommendation of the Leg-
islative Analyst contained in the Analysis of the
Budget Bill, 1979-80. Comments shall be directed
to, but need not be limited by, the contents of the An-
nual Report on Staffing and Salaries of the Commu-
ruty Colleges’ Chancellery.

10. Supplementary information

Suppiementary information shall be supplied annu-
ally by both the University of California and the
California State University. The University of Cal-
ifornia shall continue to submit its "Annual Aca-
demic Personnel Statistical Report.” The California
State University shall submit a report to the Com-
mission on faculty demographics, promotions and
separations, origins and destinations, and related
data. Both the University and the State University
will submit their supplemental reports not later
than April 1.

11. Criteria for the selection
of comparison ingtitutions

Urnuversity of California

The following four criterie will be used to select com-
parison institutions for the University:

1 Each institution should be an eminent major uni-
versity offering a broad spectrum of undergradu-
ate, graduate (Master’s and PhD), and profession-
al instruction, and with a faculty responsible for
research as well as teaching.

2. Each institution should be one with which the
University is in significant and continuing com-
petition in the reeruitment and retention of fae-
ulty.

3. Each institution should be one from which it is
possible to collact salary and benefit cost dataon a
timely, voluntary, and regular basis. (Not all in-
stitutions are willing to provide their salary and
benefit cost data, especiaily in the detail required
for comparison purposes.)
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4. The comparison group should be composed of both
public and private institutions.

In selecting these institutions, stability over time
in the composition of the comparison group is im-
portant to enable the development of faculty sal-
ary market perspective, time-series analysis, and
the contacts necessary for gathering required da-
ta.

The California State Unuversity

The following five criteria will be used to select com-
parison institutions for the California State Univer-

gity

1. General comparability of institutions: Compari-
son insatitutions should reflect the miseion, func-
tions, purposes, objectives, and institutional di-
versity of the California State University system.
Faculty expectations at the comparison ingtitu-
tions, in terms of pay, benefits, workload, and pro-
fessional responsibilities, should be relatively
similar to those prevailing at the California State
University. To those ends, State University com-
parison institutions should inciude those that of-
fer a wide variety of programs at both the under-
graduate and graduate levels but that grant very
few if any doctoral degrees. Specifically, the 20
institutions that awarded the largest number of
doctoral degrees during the ten-year period be-
tween 1973-74 and 1983-84 should be excluded.
The list should include both large and small, and
urban and rural institutions from each of the four
major regions of the country (Northeast, North
Central, South, and West). Approximately one-
fourth to one-third of the institutions on the list
should be private or independent colleges and uni-
versities, and none of these institutions should be
staffed predominantly with religious faculty

2. Economic comparability of institutional location:
The comparison group, taken as a whole, should
reflect a general comparability in living costs and
economic welfare to conditions prevailing in Cal-
ifornia. Consequently, institutions located in
very high cost areas, such as New York City, or in
severely economically depressed areas, should not
be included on the list. In order to ensure a con-
tinuing economic comparability between Califor-



nia and those regions in which comparison insti-
tutions are located, the Commission will periodi-
cally review such economic indicators as it consid-
ers appropriate and include the results of its sur-
veys in its annual report on faculty salaries and
fringe benefit costs.

. Availability of data: Each institution should be
one from which it is poasible to collect salary and
benefit cost data on a timely, veluntary, and reg-
ular basis. (Not all institutions are willing to pro-
vide their salary and benefit cost date, especially

in the detail required for comparison purposes.)

4. Fringe benefits: "The comparison institutions

should provide fringe benefits, including a retire-
ment program that vests in the faculty member
within five years.

. University of California comparison institutions:

The California State University's comparison
group should not include any institution used by
the University of California for its comparison

group.
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Appendix C

House Resolution No. 250, 1864 First Extraordinary Session,
Relative to the Economic Weifare of the Faculties
of the California Public institutions of Higher Education

WHEREAS, The Master Plan for Public Higher Education strongly recommended that
every effort be made to ensure that the institutions of higher education 1n Cahiforma
maintain or improve their position 1n the intense competition for the highest quality of
faculty members, and

WHEREAS, The Ceordinating Council for Higher Education in its annual report to the
Governor and the Legislature regarding level of support for the California State
Colleges and the University of California recommended that funds should be provided to
permut at least an additional 5 percent increase in academic salaries for the California
State Colleges and the University of California, and

WHEREAS, The Trustees of the California State Colleges in thewr annual report to the
Legislature declared that the California State Colleges are falling far behind 1n the face
of this competition and that by 1964-65 faculty salaries will be lagging 14 to 18 percent
behind those of comparable institutions; and

WHEREAS, Greatly increasing enrollments in institutions of higher education in
California during the next decade will cause a demand for qualified faculty members
which cannot possibly be met unless such nstitutions have a recruitment climate which
will compare favorably with other colleges, universities, and business institutions,
industry, and other levels of government, and

WHEREAS, California has achieved an enviable momentum in business and industrial
development, a momentum now threatened by lagging faculty salaries so that failure to
maintain adequate salary scales for faculty members in California institutions of higher
education would be false economy, and

WHEREAS, There have been widespread reports from the State College and Unuiversity
campuses that higher salaries elsewhere are attracting some of the best faculty
members from the Califormia institutions of higher education, and if such academic
emigration gains momentum because of inadequate salaries, the effect will disrupt the
educational processes and resuit in slower economic growth, followed by lower tax
revenues, and

WHEREAS, The Legislature has a continuing interest in the difficult and pressing
problems faced by the California institutions of higher education in attracting and
maintaining outstanding faculty members in a period of stiff competition and rapid
growth; and

WHEREAS, The Legislature has a continuing interest in the difficult and pressing
problems faced by the California institutions of higher education in attracting and
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maintaining outstanding faculty members in a period of stff competition and rapid
growth; and

WHEREAS, The State's investment 1n superior teaching talent has been reflected in
California’s phenomenal economic growth and has shown California taxpayers to be the
wisest of public investors, but unless the supenority in faculty quality 1s mamntawned,
the contributions by the California institutions of higher education to the continued
economic and cultural development of California may be serously threatened, now,
therefore, be 1t

Resolved by Assembly of the State of Californua, That the Assembly Committee on Rules
1s directed to request the Joint Legislative Budget Commuttee to study the subject of
salaries and the general economic welfare, including fringe benefits, of faculty members
of the California institutions of higher education, and ways and means of 1mproving
such salaries and benefits in order that such California institutions of higher education
may be able to compete for the talent necessary to provide the highest quality of
education, and to request such committee to report 1ts findings and recommendations to
the Legslature not later than the fifth legislative day of the 1965 Regular Session



Appendix D

A RECOMMENDED METHOD FOR REPORTING TO THE LEGISLATURE
OMN FACULTY SALARIES AND OTHER BENEFIS
AT THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND
THE CALIFORNIA STATE COLLEGES

(Pursuant te HR 250, 1964 First Extraordinary Sessicn)

Prepared by the

Offica of the Legisiative Analyst
State of California

January 4, 1965
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INTRCOUCTION

The purpose of this staff report is to recommend &
method for reporting to the Legislature on salaries,
fringe benedts and other special eecnomie benefits for
taculties of the University of California and the Cali-
fornis State Colleges. This report has besn prepared
by the Jommt Legislative Budget Committee in re-
sponse to House Resolntiop 250 (1964 First Extraer-
dizarv Session, Appendic 1)! whiech resolved:

«That the Assembly Committee on Rules is di-
rected to request the Joint Legislative Budget Com-
mittes to study the subjest of salaries and the gen-
eral economic welfare inelnding fringe benefits, of
faculty members of the Califorzia institutions of
higher edueation, sud ways and means of improving
such salarmes and bemefts in order that suebk Cali-
fornia institutions of higher educazion may be able
to copapete for the talent necessary to provide the
highest quality of eduneatiop, and to request sach
commuttes to report its findings and recommenda-
tions to the Legislature pot later than the 82th
legialative day of the 1965 Regniar Sesgion.”

St of the Jaint Legisiative Budget Committee
imitiated its study by seeking information which would
redest the macnitudes of Califormia's long-range asd
immediate problems regarding the need to reeruit and
retain an adequats uumber of high quality faculty.
While reviewng past reports presented to the Legs-
lature as justifieation for salary incresse recommen-
dations by the Coordinating Council for Higher Edn-
cation, the Uaiversity of California and the California
State Colleges, it became apparent thet the fArst step
in wying to improve facuity salaries and other beme-
fits is to furnish the with comprenensive
and copgistent dats which identify che natures and
level of competitive banefits. The costs associated wrth
recommendations, rated aceording to priority, should
be mnciuded in proposzis by the segments in order to
a1d the Legisiature in deteemummng how much to ap-
propriate and the bensfits whick an appropriation
will bay.

There has exsted in the past a differsnce between
wiat the msututions have recommended as the need
for salary and benefit incrsases and what has Anally
been appropriated by the Legislature. There are two
prineipal ressons for this diference winch at times
may be clossiv related: (1) The Legislamre may dis.
agree with whas is proposed as to need. or (2) there
may not be enough funds to meet the need beesuse of
higher priorities in octher areas of the budget.

Thess needs are very compler and, for exampls.
inelude suck factors as:

L Disagresment with conelumions drawn Zrom data

submitted in justification of resrmmendoriane,

2, Lack of comfidence in the guantity, quality, or

type of data;

! Appendicas deleted.

3. The failure of advocates to maks points wkich
are concise and clearly anderstandabie;

4 The submission of conflicting data by legislative
staff or the Departmeus of Financs.

After capeful consmuderation, it was determineé that
a speeial report shouid be made to the Budget Com-
mittee containing recommendsations as to the knd of
dats the Legisiature saonid be furnished for the pur-
pose of considering salary and other benadt increases.

On Aungust 5, 196+ a letter (Appendiz 2) wwag sent
from the Legislative Anslyst to the Coordinatng
Couneil for Higher Edncation. the University of Cali-
formis, the Califormia State Colleges, the Department
of Finanee and vamous faculty orzanizations inform-
ing them that the Joint Legisiative Budget Commuttee
was planming to hoid a public hearing in comneetion
with HR 250 and asking for repliss to a series of
questions designed to gather background information
about salary and fringe benefits data (Appendix 3,
Copies of Replies Eeceived). The primary purpose of
the hearing was to provide the Univermty of Califor-
mis, the Califormia State Colleges and nterestsd
mtheoppoﬂmh?mindimethebadswhich
salary and fringe hemefits should be reported to the
Legsiature, wmeinding the kand of data o be com-
piled and who shouid corepile and publisk ic (Appen-
dix 4. Coptes of Prepared Testimony Fliled with the
Joint Legislative Budget Committee at the QOctober
13, 1964 Eearing). The contents of most of the pre-
pared statememts discussed problems and In some
instances reeommendations relating to faenlty salames

lative ixterest in the subjeets of faculty workload and
sources of suppiementary income.

The review of pest faculty salery reports, the re-
plies to the Legislative Analyst’s letter of August 5,
1964, the oral and prepared statements received at the
Qctober 15, 1964 hearing of the Joint Legisiative
Bodgert Committee and other sources have revesled
significant findings and permirted the development of
recommmendacions concerning the type of miormation
and method of presentation that shonld be incinded
in fuotore facuity salary -wports prepared for the
Legislatare,

BACKGROUND

Current procedures for ceview of facuity salars
and other benefit insrease proposals, scarmme with the
ion of recommendanons by state colleges and
Umversity of Califormia admimstrative ofienals to
therr respeetive goverming boards. appear generally
to be adeguate, with minor reservamons. lhe State
College Trustess and the Regents of the Tniversitr
of Caiiformia generally formulate their own proposals
iz December apd forward them to the State Depar:.
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ment of Finance Jor budget comaiderazion. Comeus-
rently the Coordinasing Counoil for Eigher Education
aiso makes a repart with recommendacions wiich is
made available to the State Deparument of Finance.
The Guvernor zad the Department of Finange con-
ader “hase salary increase proposals iz ralanon to the
avaulabiiity of funds and their own analyws of facnity
sdarrneedsanddecidahowmmhoﬂanmcnm.xi
any, 0 wnclude in the Guvernor's Sudget. The Legis-
1arive Analyst in the dnaiysis of the Budget Bl pro-
v.daanﬂnuudmommdadouaastothe&ﬂ:-
nor’s budget proposal

When appropriate legislacive committees hear che
budges request for {acnity salary imeresses they may
be copfronred with several reesmmandad ., from
various sources. Threwr Arst responsmbility is to con-
sider the Govarmor's resommendations iz the Budgst
Bill. However, the Universicy and the Caiiforma
State Coileges generally request the oppertunity o
aresent thetr own recommendations, which frecuently
difer Srom the Goverzor’s proposal Also, the Co-
ordinating Counel for Higher Education preseats i
resommendations. Various faguity organizamons may
destre to maka independant proposals. The Leguiature
has been coaparative in providing ail interested parties
theoppormnirytogm.ttheirﬂmhmthm
gresesrations have been marikad by extreme variations
in resommendatious and in the daca which sapport
the requests.

WHC SHOULD PREPARS FACULYTY
SALARY REPORTS

There appesrs to be sume diference of qpinion
conesrming the purpose of fzeuity salary reports and
recommendatioqs prepared by the Coordinating Coun-
«l for Higher Educadon. The University of Calilornia
and che Califorma State Colleges comtead thas they
snouid make direet . cvnmmcidauvus 0 the Govaraor
andtheLagﬂameandthatCmrdhmgComl
recommendations shonld be regarded as independeat
cqmments. Coanversely, the Department of Finanee
apd the Coordizating Comnail for Eigier Educanisa
believe that ssiary resorms and . . of
the Csopdinating Council should be the pnmary re-
pmmm&mthdMudm
Governor to consider in prepsring budget reeqmmen.
aﬁmﬁenwdmemm
anpnnshoﬂdbcmdadadnﬂarhmmm
anzuel salarr report relazng o avil sermce salaries
preparsd by the State Personnel Scard for the Gov-
armor and the Legmiarure. It 1s our opunuon thac the
Legesiature scouid give speeie and prumary coomd-
eeacon 0 tha recommendations i the Govermor’s
Sudget and to the ammual Zzeuity salary repor? of
the Coordinating Counedl for Eigher Educsnon. Howe
avey, IDY separate sssommendacons of the Urnivesuity
of Califorma and the Catiformiz Stata Colleges should
also be considered.
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WHAT FACULTY SALARY REPORTS SHOULD
CONTAIN

Wae do not believe thac reporting required af the
Coiversicy, the Califorma Scate Colleges, and the
Coordinating Counml for Higher Education shodic
umxthanghtofthaeagenciatomghmapeeﬂe
points in sapporung their ovwn recommendasions.
Howmr,&ehgblumahoddwhmpsmsmb-
lish & conmstent basis upon waich it mil recesve com-~
prebensive information about igenity salares, ochar
bepeiits, and related subjests £rom year to year. Alter
careful commderston of the watistical and ocher
mundspmndmmmo!mmm
bmﬂthmgmpmhin:hnpas&nrmmmd
that basie data be inciuded in faculty salary reparts
mh@hmham&fomm:h:‘oﬂow.
‘ng aress:

A Faguity Data

B. Salary Dana

C. Fringe Benedita

D. Total Compeasation

E. Special Prinieges and Benadts

F. Supplementary [ncoms

Sinee it is gecessary for stail ol the epsentive and
l@aﬁnhrmehuoimmmu:lmm
mmdmnspriormthnmmumwtalqﬁaﬁu

sesgion, ail and pessmmendamene should be
compietad by December 1 of eagh year.
A, Fuaity Do

L Findings

a I[nformacive dacs about the size, composition,
retemtion, and ceeruitmenc of California
Stacs Coilege Zacnity has been presentad @
tha i from tme to time, bot uam-
ally it has beem so selectve that it lacis
objeetinty and has been incommatent from
TEAr t0 Fear.

b. Superior lacuity perZsrmance kas =dt been
Jemonstrated 28 4 resson to Justify past re-
quests for superior saiaries.

2 Raa Aasd

The lollowmg dara skould he compiled and pre-
sentad aznually on o consistent basis Dedm-
tioms of what constitures facuity are leit to the
discretion, of the Taiversity and the stats col
lages but should be clearly dedned in any Tepore.
Additiopal daca may be insluded in any given
year to emphasize ipecial problems, bus sael
data stould supplement not replice The dasic
information recommended beiow. Grapis snouid
be used when pracdpal, accompanied by sup-
portins wables in an appendix Reeommended
facuity ‘ata inciodes:




s The number of faculty, by rank end the in-
arease over the previons fve years to refiect
inecitntional

b. Current facuity ecomposition expressed m
mingtultms.ineludingbmnotlimked
o the persentage of the faculty wbo Dsve
Phd's.

&_Smdmhnhyraﬁaugmotm

ing performanee
d Data relating to all new full-time faculty for
thuuirrmtaudmicymhdudingth'enm-

do
data estimating reasoms for tmrming down
affers, such as has been presented in the past.

The first thres recommendsations above are de-
gigned to reflees facuity size, composition, rate
dmmuwﬂmnehduﬁmdm
gstent data from yesr to year will Iacilitate
trend analvsis as it reiates to the institutions

s The Univermrr for several years has ex-
e.hn.ncadnhrydmtoprwidaam
comperison with 2 spemal group of five “‘em-
ment’’ universities, as well as with a Jroup
of nmne publie wniversities. Cogverseir, the
California State Colleges have not yet estab-
lished 3 lisz 02 comparable wmsutunons wiieh
is aseeptabie to them.

b. Both the Unrversitr of Califormia and the
Coordipating Council for Higher Educstion
mantare that salarr comparisans t0 appro-

Lun

pﬂsumﬁruﬁmisthehmdnghmatho&
of detemmining salary peeds.

&Th:UnheﬁrrdCaﬁimnplmlmsig-
gifieance on ssiarT comparsons with Doo-
mdmemplomtr.hmthecoordm:mg
Couneil on Eigher Educanon and the Cali-
fornia State Colleges

d.SduTtnumhavehmpmpondonthe
basis of difsrentizis between total compensa-
tion (saiaries plus frings benedix) In com-
parshie institutions.

e Both the Truvermty and the Califorzia State
Colleges have tezded to reiate the stz of

nlaryinermtnhowmehofm

inerease would be neeessary to returl o &
speciﬁccompeuﬁ'feposiﬁnnwhiahe:nsudin
1957-33 snd whish was unusnaly advasn-
tageous.

£ Salary compansons bave frequently besn
made to various leveis of teaching meluding
elementzry, high sehool, azd junior college
saleries.

g Methods of salary comparsons with other
ipstitztions have varied from year to vear in
reports prepared by the state colleges.

2 Rmm-téeﬂna

2. We recommend that facuity salary
inereases distmguish between: (1) increases
pessssgry to mamtain the currsnt compenq-
trve position and (2) imeresses to 1mprove

str, or state colleges, and comparabdie
institations during the currest Esecal
vear to the nest fiscal year. We recom.-
mend that this projestion be based ob &

m effect, be equal to the average of an-
ausl ssiser Imeresses 1z comparaple
msatutions during the past five years A
rpagrd of the accuracT of projesuons
shouid be mamiaimed In an appendit
(2) Rannmmandamane 1p [MProve the our-
rent competinve positions snoulé de Te.
lated to the addizonai advantages 1o De
demrved.
b. It 15 also reecommended that the Califormia
Stats College Trustees select a Lst of com-
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parable institutions within the Rext year and
that agrsements be pegotiated to axchange
salary data 1z @ form which wil {acditata
comparmons. A list of the eriteria used to
select comparadle institutions, pins charae-
reristies of the ipstirugions sslected. siould
be included in nest year’s report.

. Speafie proposals or salery increases shouid
be accompazied by comparisons of curvent
salary amommts and historie crends to com-
parable institutions, The foflowing gezeral
prmeiples are considered to be mportant:
(1) Salary data shouid be separated from

fringe benefit and special beneflt data
for purpeses of reporting salary com-

I'cl

parisona.
{2) A conmistent form shouid he used from

non of the California inscitation for the
last aevual and cursenc years, as well as
the range of averages. Frequency distm-
budons of Zacuizy by rank or professor
should be incorporated in az appendix
and any sigmidcant limitations wz the
use of averages between thoss parmeniar
\nsticatons m @ given year should be
noted. For example, an unnsual propor-
donoifaeﬂ:rinthohighrmbort:&e

€. Fringe enafits

1. Findings

a The dedmtion of ringe bensdis generally
ineludes penerits availahle to 2il Zacuity thac
have a dollar cost ™ the employer. Senedts
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and services in kind ars commdsred to e
fringe benefits oniy if & cesh payment qptinn

is available. Retirement and health insar-

b. Compertsons of iringe benedis. when com-
f have beez mads at ail, have gener-

ally been limited to the doilar contribution
by:hnanplnmandhmnoeineludedmy
uﬂyﬁoﬂ&equﬁﬂd&eb&dﬁmm

2, ?m-nr‘:ﬁnn-

2 It is recommended that fringe benedt com-
otmooﬁbmaﬂtbeimlndedin

facaity salary reports, but compared sepa-
mmw;asmmmw
ineluds an analyus of the quality of

mpmatagmpmduhry'mmforles&
&mmndmlwﬁdnacm
plus #ringe henefis) rather thar salaries alone.
Thisrepoﬂmudinpan:"hmparmgsal-
artes, Zringe begedts must be taken imto ac-
connz. Salary comparisona between the Caiver-
atyuduthcm::tndombnadunahrydmc
look far more iavorable than compar:sons of
sn.lansplubmﬁts."'l'helenszﬁambls com-
parson was with ‘ringe benedts. not salaries,
thus the report i 3 salary incresss
largeiy on the bssis of a diference in iringe
beuedits. Although it 1s Zeit that comparisons of
wnlmpmnmapp:upﬁmimluiouh
a.haltrslsrnpoﬂ.m&m:houldaﬂy
Ye in addition to racher than iz plase of sepa-
manalmoit!mamntmpedﬁnpouﬁon
m salaries and fringe bemedts,

0. Tatal Camoansation
L Fipdings

a. Total compensation dara cousis of average
salaries pius 2 dollar amount representng
the smployer s cost of iringe bensdty

b. The Coordinating Counmcil for Eigher Zdu-
eation., the Tmversity o Californis and the
Caiifornia State Coilages have in the past ail



|®

used total compensation data prepared snd
published by the American Association of
Umiversity Professors in thewr respective
facuity salary veports.

the state colleges btut some allowance might
maie the difference of whether a young candi-
date from the East couid acespt an appuint-
ment. If this type of benefit 13 propesed. it mast
meinde adequate comrrols.

E. Supplemenmary ineoms

L

Findi
3. The muitiple lovalties created by permutting
faenity to supplement their salamss by earm.
ing extra ingome from varicus sources withm
and ouxside his college or Univermity is rec-
ognized as a problem commonr to wmstitunons
of higher edusadon througnout the Tnited
States.
b. There apparently are proportionatair more
. ltivg opportunities m Califor-

uiathminu:herarmo!:hamﬁnn-?or
ennplgﬂpeemtoitha!edmlmurch
detmemmmen‘m.tedinCaﬁ-
foraia dumng 1963-54.

¢. The University of California gas general pol-
icies designed to insitre that outside activines
do not interfers with Gniversity responsibili-
ties. I# ourside activities interdere with Tm-
versity respousihilities, the faguity member
mmﬂrmnhahsnatmmh-
piued.Thaea.nﬂ.ot.harahudUniveﬁrr
puﬁdemprdudhaﬁﬁ&Cma—
Snanced stady titled Unéversily Faooully
Compensation Policies and Practices.

& The Coordinating Commeil for Higher Edu-
catiop submitted excerpts from nanonwide
studies relating to the magnitude of outside
activities. We have no way of determining
how the dats may reiats to Caiiforzia, but i
the figures are reasanable, then it appears
that probsbly a large percentage of faculty
have at least one souree of extza income.
Soutces of imenme were reported are fotlows:

Pereent of focoity
earnwy sdditionai
Sowree inoome ‘rom Jource
Lectzviag 1%
Genernl writag 23
Sommer wd extenaton to--k—- -]
Governmant consulciag is
Tettbook writing 14
Private consuiting -
Publie service and foundation ———lei~= o

Other professional aetiv~~ L
Sowres: Cmigerniy Pocully Compensntion Polices and Procrices
mche U, S.. of amertean Totvarncies, Toiverauty
e. The CTmurted State Otfice of Edumestion has
just eompieted a namonwide sa:nple surver
of outside earnings of colleze facultr for
1961-62. Althoush data has not beem pub-
lished ret, spemal permission tas besn re.
esived to report the followmg results winek
are quoted from a letter sent to the Lems.
lagve Anaiyst on December 3. 1963 from tne
stas of the Califorma Staze Coilege Trustees:

OUTSIDE EARNINGS QF TEACHING FACULTY ON
ACABEMIC YEAR CONTRALTS (910 MONTHS)
The T. S. Office of Educancn hes just compieted 2
natnonwide servesr of outside earmings iy 3 sampung
of all college facuity astionwide for 1961-62. The re-

snits are as follows:
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doerege

Pereent earmungs

All with ouzmde -=r=—r==— T4 2200

Summaer teaching i 1300

Other summer smpioy—--s pal 1500

Other tanching 12 900

3 1200

Speechss 9 200

Consaltgat {nes .. 15 1.300
Rativement | wndiridogis who hove retired wo

Hasearch v 1500

Other profesgionai ===——-—= i) 1300

Nosprofessionsi exrnings § 1,300

The lighest average earmings by teaching feid and
the percentage with oummde earnings are:

Adoerese
Pereent carmings
Law (whick we ds oot have) % 35300
Eaginesrme = 3200
Busioess apd Comxmer~ 3 2900
Phyzical Haosuces B0 2000
Ag=rculenre Iy =300
Baychobogy 55 2,700
In light of the Joint Commistee disgussion you migit
be wnterested in the foilowing:
Adperese
Pereent sarmngs
Secul Seresess T 51,500
Fiae irta - 1800
Phaflosapay 4 1.500
Beligion sad Theclogs 5 100

Recorumendations
3. We recommend that she Coovdinating Coun.
¢l for Eizher Edneation, the Tnivermity of
Califormia and the Califorsia State Colleges
cooperate iz determining the exteat to which
faenlty members participate 1 extrz activi-
Tes to supplement their mme-month salaries
meluding nformation as to when extra ac-
tvities are uscally performed (such as vaca-
zons. ete.). Sueh activities would include.
but not be limited to, leeturing, general writ-
1pe, summer and extension teachiug, govern.
ment copsnitng. testbook wrinng, private
copmuiting, public serviee and foundamog
consuinng, azd ocher professtonal activines.
1¢ sneh a study suggests that the magmuude
of these actrvities is such that the perform.
anees of normsl Cniversizy and state coilege
responsibiliztes ave perhiaps bemnz adversely
af¥ected, then consideration snouid he grven
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tp the possibilicy of maintaining more com-
plete and meacingful reeords. Sueh resords
would ajd sdmimwstrative odicials and aca.
demie senates when reviswing recommenda.
tions for promotons and salary inereases
and prowide summary data for reporting
the Lerisisture on these signifieant facuity
welfars wems. Next vear's facalrr salary re-
port of the Coordinating Counall for Higher
Edueazion suould incorporate the results of
this study.

b. We aiso recommend that exisung state col-
lege poiicies and enforcement pragumces re-
garding estra employment be reviesed and
updated.

¢. Finally, it 18 recommended thas facniry sal-
ary reports keep the Legislature informed
about politaes and practices relating to eswa
employment.

3. Comments

In our opimion. it would seem that any exa
emplorment would afsct the qualicy of per-
formance of University responsibulities sinee
facaity survevs indieate that the zverage Zac.
ulty woricweek is 34 hoors The tmme spear on
sctivites for extra compensation (eseent dur-
ing the summer) would be om top of wiag the
facuitr has defined as their average workweein
Because. in some instaness, it is didleult to de.
teymipe whether 2 given income-produeing ac-
tivity, such as wnting a book 18 comsidersd a
normal Taiversits responsibility or an exim=
acavicr, distinetions batween zormal and exzn
aenTittes need to be more cleariv defned

Mnuch of the ourade compensation reesmrved
by facuitr comes in the form of yrants made
direetds to the facuityr member carher than
throughk the Unrversicr or colleges. Theres 13 no
regular reporung of these grants or the per.
sonal compensation which they provide to fae-
altr. and the colleges and Umivermcy do 2ot
consider the repormng of suci tneome to be
fezsibie. It mav be demrable to encourage the
Congress to direet that greater oumber of
grants made by United States agencies jor re-
gearch be made diteetlr to acajemis nstiru.
tons.



Appendix E

December 2, -:Z

Willyam Pickens, Director

California Postsecondary Education Commission
1020 Twelfth Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Bill:

On behalf of the University of California, [ am submitting Tables i and 2 of
the faculty salary comparison report. These tables contain the results of the
1587-88 survey of eight comparison institutions as well as the percentage
increases required to achieve parity with the mean salaries for those
institutions in 1988-89.

As agreed with the staffs of CPEC, the Department of Finance and the
Legislative Analyst, this survey has been conducted using the new croup of
comparison institutions with the substitution of the University c® 7irgima
for the University of Wisconsin and Massachusetts Institute of Tecnhnology for
Cornell University. The data are final from all institutions. Ycu will
recall that I wrote you requesting formal approval by the Califern®a
Postsecondary Education Commission for these substitutions.

If you have any questions concerning these tables, please contac: d-rector
Switkes at (415) 643-6512.

Sincerely,
e
Calvin C. Moore

Associate Vice President
Academic Affairs

Attachrent
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President Gardner

Senmior Vice President Frazer
Senior Vice President Brady
Vice President Baker
Assistant Vice President Hershman
Director Arditti

Director Justus

Director Switkes

Director of Finance Huff
Associate Director 0'Brien
Legislative Analyst Hill

Mr. Harold E. Giogue

Mr. Robert L. Harris

Mr. Stan Lena

Mr. Stuart Marshall



12/1/87

THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
1987-88
TABLE 1
Projected Difference 1n Faculty Salaries: UC and Comparison Institutions
(eExcludes Health Sciences and Law}

Associate  Assistant ?
Professor Professor Professor Average

Comparison 8 Institutionslz
Average Salaries 1987-88 63,719 43,39% 35,573
Average Salarfes 1982-83 , 46,811 31,450 25,461
Projected Average 1988-89 67,772 46,280 38,034 59,258

University of California:

Average Salaries 1987-884 65,881 43,574 38,424 57,541
Projected Staffing 1988-89 3,425 1,009 757 5,191
Percentage Increase Needed to 2.9% 6.2% (1.0%) 3.0%

adjust UC 1988-89 salaries to
equal the projected 1988-89
comparison average salaries

1Comparison jnstitutions: Harvard University, Umversity of I1linois,
Massachusetts Institute of Technology, University of Michigan (Ann Arbor),
Stanford University, University of Virginia, Yale University, and
SUNY-Buffalo. Computed from confidential data received from these
comparison institutions.

2Averages based on projected 1988-89 UC staffing pattern.

3Compound annual growth rate over the five-year period is used for the one
year projection.

41987-88 average salaries adjusted to include 5.7% increase effective 1/1/88
and merits and promotions to be effective 7/1/88.
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=~ THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA -
QFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
FALL, 1987
TABLE 2

Average Comparison Institution Salaries

42

Confidential data received from comparison
month full-time salaries for all schools and colleges

and law.

Associate Assistant
Institution Professor Professor Professor
1987-1988
A $70,263 2 $49,627(1) £39,572(1)
B 60,808 6 41,744(5 33,191(6}
C 61,401 5 44,483(3 35,321 4)
D 67,811 3 41,136(6 32,981 7)
E 57,811 7 44,403(4 36,950 3)
F 65,376 4 48,383(2 38,586 2)
G 53,248 8 37,309(8 32,964 8)
H 73,0311 40,069(7 35,021 5)
Average 63,719 43,394 35,573
1982-83
A $60,271 $35,800 £28,286
B 44,800 30,700 22,600
C 45,676 32,129 25,154
D 49,154 29,066 23,010
E 41,854 30,580 25,659
F 48,600 34,400 27,200
G 40,582 28,390 25,100
H 53,553 30,533 26,677
Average 46,811 31,450 25,461

institutions include 9- and 11-
except health sciences



Appendix F

THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY

BAKERSFIELD - CHICO DOMINGUEZ HILLS - FRESNO FULLERTON - HAYWARD HUMBOLDY (o, = 7\ LONG BEACH - LOS ANGELES - NORTHRIDGE
POMONA SACRAMENTO SAN BERNARDINOG SAN DIEGO SAN FRANGISCO - SAN JOSB |“hox=
I

OFFICE OF THE CHANCELLOR
{213) 590.

December 4, 1987

Mr. William L. Storey

Assistant Director

Finance & Facilities

California Postsecondary Education Commission
1020 Twelfth Street

Sacramento, California 55814

Dear Bill:

This is to report to the Postsecondary Education Commission the information
that we have developed for the 1988-89 State budget cycle regarding faculty
salaries in the California State University and the 20 universities designated
as comparison institutions. Essentially, these data indicate a salary lag in
the next fiscal year of 4.7%.

Five tables summarize the information developed:

The first table (attachment A) presents the distribution of CSU full-time
faculty by rank and their average salaries during the current year. Because
CSU salaries will rise on January ist, three sets of averages are shown:
salaries as of Fall 1987, average salaries over the academic year (4 months
paid at current levels, and 8 months at salaries 6.9% higher}, and "final"
salaries paid with the full 6.9% increase. Academic year averages should be
used for current year comparisons, while final salaries are used for lag
calculations into the next budget year.

The second table (Attachment B) shows the distribution by rank and the average
salary in 1987-88 of faculty in the 20 comparison institutions. It is based
on current year reports from 15 institutions and projections from prior year
data for 5 institutions.

The third table (Attachment C) shows the distribution by rank and the average
salary in 1982-83 of faculty in the comparison institutions. Attachment D
calculates the 1988-89 projected average salaries by rank at the comparison
institutions. It is based on the 1982 and 1987 average salaries reported on
the preceding tables.
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Attachment E presents the estimated ag in C3U salaries next year in
accordance with the established CPEC methodology.

The detailed information that substantiate the comparison institution salary
averages in 1982 and 1987 have been shared with Mr. Haberman.

Please advise if you have any questions regarding the information transmitted
herewith or with the materials forwarded earlier.

Sincerely,

Thierry F. Koenig
Faculty and Staff Relations

TFK/sp
Attachments

cc: Dr. Pickens
Dr. Naples
Dr. Smart
Mr. Harris
Mr. Gelogue
Mr. Worthman

bcc: wMr. Haberman
Dr. Hunt
Dr. Jensen
Dr. Leveille
Mr. Rogers
Mr. Messner
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The California State University Attachment A
ODffice of the Chancellor

Number of Full-time Faculty and
Average Salary By Rank

in the
California State University
19a87-88
Number Academic
of Fall Year Final
Faculty 1967 Average Average
PROFESSOR . 7, 409 £49, 179 451, 442 852, S73
ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR 2, 468 3sa, 150 39, 908 40, 782
ASSISTANT PROFESSOR 1,491 30, 765 32, 180 32, 888
INSTRUCTOR 176 26, 456 27,715 28, 324
TOTAL 11, 544 a44, 097 846, 126 $£47, 140

Note: Academic year average and Final average salaries
are 4.6% and 6.9% above Fall 1987 salaries

Dec. &, 1987



The California State University
0ffice of the Chancellor

Attachment B

Number of Full-time Faculty and
Average Salary By Rank
in the
20 Compariecn Institutions
19a87-28

46

Number

of Average

Faculty Salary
PROFESSOR 4, 155 853, 313
ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR 4,311 39, 443
ASSISTANT PROFESSOR 2,978 32, 727
INSTRUCTOR 391 28, 153
TOTAL 11,835 $42, 150

Based on 15 institutions reporting current year data and

projections from prior year data for S inastitutions

Dec. 4, 1987



The California State University Attachment C

Qffice of the Chancellor

Number of Full-time Faculty and
Average Salary By Rank
in the
20 Comparigon Institutions
1982-83

Number
of Average

Faculty Salary
PROFESSOR 3, 9138 39, 879
ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR 4,074 29,673
ASSISTANT PROFESSOR a, 271 23, 865
INSTRUCTOR 506 18, 769
TOTAL 11,769 830, 921

Dec. 4, 1987
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The California State Universaity Attachment D
O0ffice of the chancellor

Prajections of Comparison Inetitutione
Average Salaries into 19288-89

S-yr. 1987 -a8 1988-89

Trend Average PFrojection
PROFESSOR &. 09 S3, 313 56, 857
ASSOCIATE PROFESSCR S. 86 39, 443 41,753
ASSISTANT PROFESSOR 6.52 32,727 34, 861
INSTRUCTOR &.03 25, 153 26, 670

December 4, 1987
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The California State University Attachment E
Office of the Chancellor

Eagtimate af CSU Faculty Salary Lag in 1988-89
With the 20 Comparison Institutions

CSU Final Comp. Inat.

1987-a8 1988-89 csu

Salaries Prajection Lag
CSU Staffing Pattern 947, 140 $30, 134 6. 35%
Comp. Inst. Staffing 42, S24 44, 717 5. 16%
Average of tvo computations S.75%
Adjustments: Law faculty 0. 20%
CSU growth 0. 20%
CSU Herit awvards 0. 68%
Net CSU Lag in 1988-89- a . s & & @ . . s & a = . - 4. 57%

December 4, 1947
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CALIFORNIA POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION COMMISSION

THE Califormia Postsecondary Education Commis-
s10n is a citizen board established in 1974 by the
Legislature and Governor to coordinate the efforts of
Califorma’s colleges and universities and to provide
independent, non-partisan pelicy analysis and rec-
ommendations to the Governor and Legisiature.

Members of the Commission

The Commission consists of 15 members. Nine rep-
resent the general publie, with three each appointed
for s1x-year terms by the Governor, the Senate Rules
Committee, and the Spealter of the Assembly The
other six represent the major segments of postsec-
ondary education in California.

As of December 1988, the Commissioners represent-
ing the general public are:

Mim Andelson, Los Angeles

C. Thomas Dean, Long Beach, Chairperson
Henry Der, San Franeisco

Seymour M. Farber, M.D., San Francisco
Helen Z. Hansen, Long Beach

Lowell J. Paige, El Macero

Cruz Reynoso, Los Angeles, Vice Chatrperson
Sharon N. Skog, Palo Alto

Stephen P Teale, M.D., Modesto

Representatives of the aegments are:

Yori Wada, San Francisco; appointed by the Regents
of the Unuversity of California

Claudia H. Hampton, Los Angeles; appointed by the
Trustees of the California State University

Borgny Bawrd, Long Beach; appointed by the Board
of Governors of the California Community Colleges
Harry Wugalter, Thousand Oaks; appointed by the
Council for Private Postsecondary Educational In-
stitutions

Kenneth L Peters, Tarzana; appointed by the Cali-
fornia State Board of Education

James B. Jamieson, San Luis Obispo, appointed by
California’s independent colleges and universities

Functions of the Commission

The Commission is charged by the Legislature and
Governor to "assure the effective utilization of public
postsecondary education resources, thereby elimi-
nating waste and unnecessary duplication, and to
promote diversity, innovation, and responsiveness to
student and societal needs.”

To this end, the Commission conducts independent
reviews of matters affecting the 2,600 institutions of
postsecondary education in California, including
Community Colleges, four-year colleges, universi-
ties, and professional and occupational schools.

As an advisory planning and coordinating bedy, the
Commission does not administer or govern any insti-
tutions, nor does it approve, authorize, or accredit
any of them Instead, it cooperates with other State
agencies and non-governmental groups that perform
these funetions, while operating as an independent
board with its own staff and its own specific duties of
evaluation, coordination, and planning,

Oyperation of the Commission

The Commission holds regular meetings throughout
the year at which 1t debates and takes action on staff
studies and takes positions on proposed legislation
affecting education beyond the high school in Cali-
fornia. By law, the Commission’s meetings are open
to the public. Requasts to address the Commission
may be made by writing the Commussion 1n advance
or by submitting a request prior to the start of a
meeting.

The Commission's day-to-day work is carried out by
its staff in Sacramento, under the guidance of its
\nterim executive director, Kenneth B O'Brien, who
1s appointed by the Commission

The Commission publishes and distributes without
charge some 40 to 50 reports each year on major 1s-
sues confronting California postsecondary educa-
tion. Recent reports are listed on the back cover.

Further information about the Commission, its meet-
ings, its staff, and its publications may be obtained
from the Commission offices at 1020 Twelfth Street,
Third Floor, Sacramento, CA 98514; telephone (316)
445-7933



FACULTY SALARIES IN CALIFORNIA’S
PUBLIC UNIVERSITIES, 1988-89

California Postsecondary Education Commission Report 88-9

ONE of a series of reports published by the Commus-
sion as part of 1ts planning and coordinating respon-
sibilities Additional copies may be obtained without
charge from the Publications Office, California Post-
secondary Education Commission, Third Floor, 1020
Twelfth Street, Sacramento, Califorma 95814-3985

Recent reports of the Commission include

88-6 Comments on Educational Equity Plans of the
Segments: A Staff Report on the Development of
Plans by the State Department of Education, the
California State University, and the University of
California to Achieve the Educational Equity Goals
of Assembly Concurrent Resolution 83 (1984) (Feb-
ruary 1988)

88-7 Size, Growth, and Cost of Admimstration at
the Califorma State University A Report Prepared
by Price Waterhouse and MGT Consuitants for the
California Postsecondary Education Commssion
(February 1988)

88-8 Overview of the 1988-89 Governor's Budget for
Postsecondary Education 1n California Testimony
by William H Pickens, Executive Director, Califor-
nia Postsecondary Education Commission (March
1988)

88-9 Faculty Salaries in California’s Public Univer-
sities, 1988-89 The Commission’s 1987 Report to the
Legislature and Governor 1n Response to Senate
Concurrent Resolution No 51 (1965) (March 1988)

88-10 Eligibility of California’s 1986 High Schoel
Graduates for Admission to Ita Public Universities
A Report of the 1986 High School Eligibility Study
(March 1988)

88-11 Eligibility for Freshman Admission to the
University of California: A Statement to the Regents
of the University by William H Pickens, Executive
Director, California Postsecondary Education Com-
mission, February 18, 1988 (March 1988)

88-12 Time to Degree in California’s Public Univer-
sities Factors Contrnbuting to the Length of Time
Undergraduates Take to Earn Their Bachelor’s De-
gree (March 1988)

88-13 Evaluation of the California Academic Part-
nership Program (CAPP)* A Report to the Legislature
n Response to Assembly Bill 2398 (Chapter 620,
Statutes of 1984) (March 1988)

88-14 Standardized Tests Used for Higher Educa-
tion Admisston and Placement in California During
1987 The Third 1n a Series of Annual Reports Pub-
lished 1n Accordance with Senate Bill 1758 (Chapter
1505, Statutes of 1984) (March 1988)

88-15 Update of Community College Transfer Stu-
dent Statistics Fall 1987 University of California,
The Califormia State University, and California’s
Independent Colleges and Universities (March 1988)

88-16 Legislative Update, March 1988 A Staff Re-
port to the Califorma Postsecondary Education Com-
mission (March 1988)

88-17 State Policy for Faculty Development 1n Cali-
fornia Public Higher Education A Report to the Gov-
ernor and Legislature in Response to Supplemental
Language in the 1986 Budget Act (May 1988)

88-18t0 20 Exploring Faculty Development in Cal-
iforma Higher Education Prepared for the Califor-
nia Postsecondary Education Commission by Ber-
man, Weiler Associates

88-18 Volume One Executive Summary and
Conclusions, by Paul Berman and Daniel Weiler,
December 1987 (March 1988)

88-19 Volume Two: Findings, by Paul Berman,
Jo-Ann Intili and Daniel Weiler, December 1987
{(March 1988)

88-20 Volume Three Appendix, by Paul Ber-
man, Jo-Ann Intili, and Daniel Weiler, January
1988 (March 1988)

88-21 Staff Development in California’s Public
Schools Recommendations of the Policy Development
Committee for the California Staff Development Pol-
icy Study, March 16, 1988 (March 1988)

88-22 and 23 Staff Development 1n California
Public and Personal Investments, Program Patterns,
and Policy Choices, by Judith Warren Little, William
H Gernitz, David § Stern, James W Guthrie, Mi-
chael W Kirst, and David D Marsh A Joint Publi-
cation of Far West Laboratory for Educational Re-
search and Development « Policy Analysis for Cali-
fornia Education (PACE), December 1987

88-22 Executive Summary (March 1988)
88-23 Report (March 1988)
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